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itself will be a source of dissention. Therefore, one »n- 
tkangeable fidth is the first role, as veil as the great end, 
•f Church Unity. 

One more principle the Scripture gives us. We must 
•bey God rather than man. So said Peter and the other 
Apostles to the Prelates of the Jewish church. (Acts iv. , 
19 ; v. 29). 

And therefore if any church require us to do what 
God has forbidden, as terms of communion with her, we 
ate bound to refuse ; and the guilt of that separation lies 
on those who require such terms of communion, and not 
on those who reject them. 

These, therefore, are the rules which we have from the 
Apostles for preserving the unity of the church, ac- 
cording to the will of Christ. 

RULES or CHURCH UNITY. 

I.— To follow the faith once delivered by the Apostles ; 
and to reject any new doctrine, by whomsoever intro- 
duced. 

IL — To obey God rather than man, and to admit no 
terms of communion contrary to what God commands. 

HI.— Not to make causeless divisions by separating 
from others. 

IV. — To mark those that make such divisions, and to 
avoid them. 

V.— To show all due submission to the rulers of the 
church in each country, provided they teach no other 
Gospel than what Christ and his Apostles preached ; and 
require nothing contrary to what they commanded. 

VI. — Not to call ourselves the followers of any human 
teacher, or even of any Apostle. 

But the Apostles did not lay down a rule, that all 
christians must be subject to the Bishop of Rome. 

The rules which the apostles gave are sufficient for 
the purpose for which they were given ; for if these 
rules had been observed always and by all christians, the 
visible Church would have continued one undivided 
body to this day ; " Rules" can do no more. 

These rules have not always been observed, and, there- 
fore, there have been divisions, as St. Paul foretold there 
would be. 

But these rules are sufficient to preserve from guilt all 
who will adhere to them. 

We desire to follow these rules ourselves, and to hold 
up these rules to all others. 

But the church of Rome first violates all these rules, 
aad then pronounces anathemas on us, because we will 
not forsake those rules, to follow other rules of her own 
invention, which were never given by Christ or his apos- 
tles. 

( 11 The Church of Rome has violated the first rule, 
by adding twelve new articles to the faith in 1564, and 
a thirteenth — the immaculate conception — in December 
last. 

This calls our attention to a passage in John Miller's 
letter, as follows : " It makes no odds to us if some of them 
(tie Popes) were loose in their morals (that is, were 
adulterers, murderers, fornicators, &c.») or whether they 
chopped or changed discipline as often as the laws or 
customs or clime required it, as long as they did not 

CHAMCE THE ARTICLES of OUT faith." 

What is the main question between us and Rome, as 
respects faith? Is it not this? We say that as respects 
articles of faith, it is sufficient for salvation to believe 
and profess the ancient Catholic creeds : the Church of 
Rome says that all who believe only the Catholic creed 
shall be damned, unless they will also believe whatever 
the Church of Rome has pleased, or may hereafter please, 
to add to it. Is it no changing of the ancient faith to 
say that the ancient faith can only lead to damnation 
without the modern additions ? 

' We say, therefore, that the Church of Rome has 
changed the ancient faith, and has violated the essential 
object for which the Church ought to be united ; and 
this is the chief cause of the existing divisions of the 
Church. 



(2) The Church of Rome requires us to obey the tra- 
ditions of men in opposition to the commands of God. 

The Lord has said, "Thou sbalt worship the Lord thy 
God, and him only shalt thou serve ;" or, as it is in the 
Douay Bible, "The Lord thy God shalt thou adobe, and 
Him only shalt thou serve" (Matthew iv. 10.) 

The Church of Rome requires us to worship and to 
adore consecrated bread and wine, which is not God. 

"Let all the faithful of Christ, according to the custom 
always received in the Catholic Church, render to this 
most holy sacrament the worship of Latria, which is due 
to the true God: nor is it, therefore, the less to be 
adored because it was instituted by Christ the Lord to 
be eaten." — Council of Trent, session xii. c. 5.f And 
she separates from all who will not commit this idolatry. 

Therefore she, and not they, is guilty of the separation 
thus made; for we must obey God and not men. 

8. The Church of Rome is guilty of making divisions, 
for she has formally and wilfully separated from all who 
hold the ancient Catholic creeds alone ; and who refuse 



to give to consecrated bread and wine that worship 
which belongs to the true God. 

The Church of England and Ireland always was, and 
now is, willing to communicate witl the Church of 
Rome, on the terms laid down by the apostles ; but 
the Church of Rome will not communicate with the 
Church of England and Ireland on these terms. 

Therefore the making of division, add the guilt of it, 
lies on the Church of Rome, and not on the Church of 
England and Ireland. 

4. The Church of Rome does not avoid those that make 
divisions, but encourages and joins «-ith them. 

All Christians in England and Iiteland worshipped in 
the parish Churches, according to the purely reformed 
worship, for many years after the Reformation, The 
Church of Rome then encouraged some to separate, and 
joined with them ; so the Church of Rome was guilty of 
joining with those who made the division, instead of 
avoiding them. 

5. The Church of Rome teaches men to violate the 
fifth rule also ; for whereas there were bishops in 
England and Ireland, deriving their authority by law- 
ful succession from the ancient bishops of England and 
Ireland, the Church of Rome did all she could to 
persuade all Christians in England and Ireland to refuse 
all submission and obedience to those bishops, and even 
sent over to these countries persons as bishops and priests, 
whose ordination was unlawful and invalid, to withdraw 
the English and Irish from obedience to their own law- 
ful bishops. 

6. The Church of Rome violates the sixth rule also. 
She says— the Pope is the successor of Peter ; on the 
strength of that invention, she exclaims, " I am of 
Peter (Cephas); the See of Peter ; the Church 
founded on Peter ; I am of Peter." And it is by virtue 
of shouting out what the scripture has expressly for- 
bidden and condemned, that she thinks herself entitled 
to violate all the rules of Church unity which the 
Apostles have laid down in scripture ! 

Thus she makes void the commandments of God, by 
her own traditions (Mark vii. 9, 13). 

We ask our readers to consider well a principle 
which lies at the root of this whole question. 

The Apostles established Churches at Jerusalem, 
Antioch, Corinth, PhUippi, Rome, Ephesus, and many 
other places. And many of these Churches were older 
than the Church of Rome. 

Did the Apostles appoint that the Church of Rome 
should govern and swallow up all other Churches? 

Did the Apostles give authority to the Church of 
Rome, to impose new articles of faith on other Churches, 
and to violate all the rules of Scripture for the unity of 
the Church? 

If the Apostles did give such power, then of course, 
the Church of Rome is right, and all other Churches 
must submit. . 

But if the Apostles gave her no such authority, then 
the Church of Rome is the great usurper of the liberties 
of the Church, the great disturber of the Church's 
peace, the great violater of the Apostolic rules for the 
unity of tie Church. 

Wb know that the Apostles gave no such authority to 
the Church of Rome; for— 
First— We find no such thing in their writings ! 
Second— We find that the church of Rome had no 
such authority over other churches for many centuries. 
For 300 years, at least, the authority of the Bishop of 
Rome was confined to the " Loca suburbicaria— " that 
is, to a circuit of 100 miles round the walls of Rome — and 
the freedom of all other churches was secured by canons 
of a much later date. 

We put it to Roman Catholics this way — let them 
shew in our pages, if they can, that the Church of 
Rome had the supremacy over all other churches, during 
the first 300 years. 

If they cannot, let them confess that any separation 
between the church ef Rome and any other church, 
then or now, most be judged of by enquiring which 
party was guilty ot violating the rules of church unity 
as laid down by the apostles in scripture. 

We, for our nart, are content to be judged by these 
rules, and to submit to them. 

If the Church of Rome had been content to abide by 
these rules, the Church would have been one to this day. 
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the ancient bishops of England and Ireland. 
Roman Bishops in thft country have not. # 

As for the succession of the Bishops of Rome, we 
think it open to objections, from which the succession of 
the English and Irish bishops is free. 

On this subject we have been much struck with an ex- 
pression in the letter of John Miller, which has given lis* 
to this paper; he says of the bishops of Rome — " Let there 
not one link of the golden chain be broken." Let him look 
to his chain, and he will find it very bad brass, with many 
a link left out! 

For instance, in the list given by Bishop Milner (" End 
of Controversy," letter xxviii), bow comes it that there is a 
Pope Felix III., but no Felix II. ; Pope Stephen V., but 
no Stephen IV. ; Boniface VIIL, but no Boniface VI. or 
VII. ; John XVIIL, but no John XVI., or XVII. ; Bene- 
dict XI., but no Benedict X. ; Leo IX., but no Leo VIII. ? 

Will any one explain to us how there could be a ninth 
Pope Leo, without an eighth Pope Leo ? 

We could give more such vacancies, but in the above it 
appears that eight links at least of the "golden chain" 
are wanting. 

We now say to John Miller — " Let there not one link of 
the golden chain he broken !" 

Let him search through Bishop Milner's list of popes for 
these eight links ; if he can find them, let him write us a 
letter to say so, and we will publish it ; if he cannot find 
the eight links, let him say no more of his " golden chain." 

While protesting as we do against the offences of the 
Church of Rome, it is far from our intention to justify any 
Protestants for anything they have done amiss. 

Those Protestants who are separated from the prelates 
in their own countries, only because they will not profess 
falsehood, or do ™hat Christ forbids, are simply follow- 
ing the course of Christian duty ; and are, therefore, sound 
members of the visible Church on earth ; as well as mem- 
bers of the " Church of the firstborn, written in Heaven," 
if they indeed follow Christ. 

Those who have separated without such cause, are an- 
swerable to their own Master for violating his rules. It is 
not our place either to judge or excuse them. We do not 
suppose that a violation of His rules about Church unity 
does separate from the visible Church, any more than a 
violation of his law againstotlier evil actions. Yet all viola- 
tion of his precepts is sin ; ho alone can tell how far a 
sinner is excusable by ignorance and sincerity, so as to be 
justified by Christ. We cannot justify anything which is 
contrary to His Word. Such separations have given great 
cause of offence to Roman Catholics, and great occasion to 
the enemies of the Lord to blaspheme (2 Sam., xii 14.) 

Atthe same time, it was indeed the Church of Rome that 
gave the handle for all these causeless separations; for 
her Popes and councils, through ambition and lust of do- 
minion, were content to force a large part of Christendom 
into just and necessary separation, sooner than sacrifice 
their own usurpation and gain. And, when separation is 
once begun, even on necessary grounds, the majority of 
men will not distinguish nicely. 

But these questions about other Protestants are beside 
our present purpose. For we invite our fellow-countrymen 
to join the Church of England and Ireland, in which all 
the scriptural rules of unity are observed. 

Those who follow these rules mast be right as respects 
the visible unity of the Church. And, by being united to 
Christ their Head, they are in union with " the Church of 
the first-born who are written in Heaven." 



* See the ]!*t in our somber for February, pajm IS. 

t " Omoe» Christ! fidelea pro more in Catholic* EcclesU semper 
recepto litriie cnltnm, qui vero Deo debetur, hole wcttanmo Sacra- 
mento in veneratlone exhlbeaat. Neque enlm ideo minui est adordn- 
dum quod fuerit a Chrbto Domino, ntaumtturiiutUutum. 



We have not put " the succession of pastors" among 
the rules, because we do not find it expressly commanded 
in Scripture ; yet the rules given in Scripture do 
provide for it — for no man may take this office on him- 
self ; and the ministers of the Church must be ordained 
by those»who were ministers before. 

The succession of doctrine is of more importance 
than the succession of men ; and hence, perhaps, the 
one is expressly commanded, the other only provided 
for. Yet we do not underrate the succession of pastors : 
where it goes along with the succession of doctrine, it 
makes evident, that a Church has not arisen from di- 
vision ; and it is, therefore, a good mark of the unity of 
the Church. 

On this ground, too, we are ready to meet the 

Romanists in. these countries. The bishops of the 

I Church of England and Ireland have succession from 



MYTHS AND MIRACLES. 

TO THE EDITOR OP THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

gm Though you have given your readers various speci- 
mens of modern miracles in your paper, I do not think you 
have ever noticed a distinction taken by Roman Catholic 
writers on the subject, which it seems to me absolutely 
necessary to bear in mind, in order to give fair play to your 
antagonists, and avoid misrepresenting their opinions. I 
think it can scarcely be unknown to you, that, whatever 
ignorant and superstitious Roman Catholics may believe 
upon the subject of saintly miraculous stories, the educated 
classes, whether clergy or laity, consider them as mere pious 
legends, written for the purpose of edifying the people, as 
many modern writers compose acknowledged works of 
fiction of a religious character, which no one that is not 
very simple ever supposes to have actually occurred, exactly 
as it is narrated. Mr. Newman, in his sermon on Develop- 
ment, preached before the University of Oxford, before he 
became reconciled to the Church of Rome, explains, better 
than I am able to do, this important matter. 

" Mythical representations, at least in their better form, 
may be considered facts and narratives, untrue, but like the 
truth, intended to bring out the action of some principal 
point of character, and the like. For instance, the tradi- 
tion that St. Ignatius was the child whom our Lord took 
in his arms, may be unfounded ; but it realizes to us his 
special relation to Christ and His apostles, with a keenness 
peculiar to itself. The same remark may be made upon 
certain narratives of martyrdom, or of the details of such 
narratives, or of certain alleged miracles, or heroic acts, or 
speeches, all of wh ich are the spontaneous produce of reli- 

» See the article " On the Succaaaion of Irish BlahopV to oar 
number for Angnat, 18M, page 94, and the article on "The &ac oM»taa 
of St ftrtrlck," in onr number for October, 18M, page in, and supra, 
p. 118. 
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gious feeling under imperfect knowledge. If the alleged facts 
did not occur, they ought to have occurred (if I may so speak) ; 
they are such as might have occurred, and would have 
occurred under circumstances; and they belong to the 
parties to whom they are attributed, potentially, if not 
actually ; or the like of them did occur ; or occurred to 
others similarly circumstanced, though not to those very 
persons." 

You see, therefore, sir, that all intelligent Koman 
Catholics do not treat as matters of faith, but as myths or 
legends invented by pious writers to edify men of imperfect 
knowledge, many of the wonderful narratives handed down 
to us by our mediaeval ancestors ; and that it would be very 
uncandid to assert, that e-veiy one who embraces the faith 
of Rome must necessarily credit every myth or legend which 
pious ingenuity has composed for the edification of the 
more ignorant classes, who are, perhaps, incapable of ap- 
preciating more solid reasoning or historical evidence. As 
you seem to pique yourself on giving fair play to both sides, 
I hope you will not refuse to insert this letter. 
Yours, &c, 
A Lover of Fair Play. 



We are always sincerely anxious not to misrepresent 
our opponents,* or to attribute to them a belief of anything 
which they repudiate ; and we readily, therefore, insert, 
in our paper, the foregoing letter. 

We doubt, however, very much whether Father New- 
man's defence of " mythical representations," or '• alleged 
miracles," is such, as our correspondent can safely rely 
on as one approved of or sanctioned by the Roman 
Catholic Church. 

We are aware that Mr. Newman has written what our 
correspondent has quoted ; and in the preface to the 
" Lives of the English Saints," published under his 
sanction, and which preface is, we believe, written by 
himself, and signed with his initials, we find a similar 
doctrine thus expressed — 

" The question will naturally suggest itself to the 
reader, whether the miracles recorded in these narratives, 
especially those contained in the life of St. Walburga, 
are to be received as matters of fact ; and, in this day, 
and under our present circumstances, we can only reply, 
that there is no reason why they should not be. They are 
the kind of facts proper to ecclesiastical history, just as 
instances of sagacity and daring, personal prowess or 
crime are the facts proper to secular history." 

Thus, if we are to believe Mr. Newman, it is lawful to 
ascribe miracles to the saints, on any the slightest founda- 
tion, or on none whatever, merely because "they are 
the kind of facts proper to ecclesiastical history ;" and if 
they did not occur, yet they ought to have occurred, 
" and belong to the parties to whom they are attributed, 
potentially, if not actually" — propositions which we 
boldly assert to be as destructive to piety and religion, as 
incompatible with correct notions of truth. 

We think we cannot too strongly protest against such 
an attempt to escape from the difficulties of Protestant 
objections, by a mode of argument which, if permitted, 
would allow fictions and historical facts to be propagated 
indiscriminately, at the pleasure of the inventor. 

Were we to deal with solemnly-told miraculous stories, 
not as facts, but as merely mythic legends, and admit it 
to be a lawful exercise of imagination to invent, in the 
absence of history, and to relate, as facts, anything 
whieh, according "to the writer's notions of fitness or 
congruity, might, or couM, or should have happened, 
we should consider ourselves tampering with truth, in 
a manner which could not fail to tend to the most disas- 
trous consequences. 

To assent to Mr. Newman's doctrine that "miracles'* 
are among the matters which may be lawfully ascribed 
to the hero of a legend, though they had no foundation in 
fact, because, " if the alleged facts did not occur they 
ought to have occurred," would be nothing less than to 
recognise the principle, that falsehood may be innocently 
used to propagate religion — a doctrine which would under- 
mine all belief in any religious truth based on human 
testimony. 

We can see no similarity, whatever, between writers of 
acknowledged notion and of such pseudo-histories, which 
ought to be kept as distinct from one another as the region 
of serious history is from that of poetical romance. The 
latter never claims our belief, or misleads any one. The 
pleasure it affbids is simply as a work of fiction and intngi 
nation. The pleasure of history solely consists in its truth. 
Letanyonefind it stated at the close of a saintly legend that 
none of the miraculous stories therein related really oc- 
curred, but that they were mere imaginary desciipiisns 
of what might or ought to have occurred, but, in point of 
fact, never did occur, and the reader would nt once throw 
down the book in disgust, and not, perhaps, without a feel- 
ing of anger at having been thus trifled with. The whole 
charm, in fact, of such stories consists in their real or 
supposed truth. The moment the cheat is discovered 
the mind revolts at the profaneness of the story. How 
can one say a miracle ought to have occurred without 
implying that the Almighty ought to have worked it ? 
and who shall dare to say what the Almighty ought 
or ought not to do ? To relate a miracle as a mattei of 
fact, merely to embellish a narrative or give dignity to 
a hero, is neither more nor less than to assert that the 
Almighty has done a certain act (an act which no other 
person could do) without having any reason for believ- 



ing that He has done it ; a degree of profaneness, which 

none, we think, can be guilty of without the risk of un- 
dermining his own belief and the belief of others in the 
whole Gospel history. 

If it were harmless in modern writers to invent fictitious 
miracles in a crelulous age, to give sanctity to supersti- 
tion, how are we.o know that good men may not also have 
imposed a false revelation on the world ? 

We cannot help questioning whether rren, who, like 
Mr. Newman, would sanction such absurd figments as 
calculated to promote piety, do really believe the evange- 
lical history a whit more firmly than they believe those 
legends? 

To those who believe, and teach it as a part of their 
system, that one is at liberty to give a colour and sacred- 
ness to their mythic legends by fictitious imitations 
of the miracles of the Holy Scriptures, we can easily 
understand that it might appear to be a high and saint- 
like exercise of Christian piety and devotion, to allow the 
imagination a similar license with regard to the life, and 
actions, and miracles of the Lord himself, and to use the 
facts recorded in the Gospel as the basis of a legend and 
a myth. It is but one step further in this natural 
progress of error and disregard of truth, to represent the 
Gospel history itself as nothing more than a myth 
or legend. For men who think at all. must perceive that, 
if it be lawful to take such liberties, with truth now, it was 
just as lawful eighteen hundred years ago. If men may 
construct a myth now, it was as competent for the apostles 
and primitive Christians to do so then. There is, in 
fact, but one step, and a very brief orre, between such 
teaching and the worst species of German Neologian- 



On .considering the contents of our last number, we 
think thero were many things in it which the intelligent 
writer of the above letter would have thought it better 
worth his while to answer if he could have done so. We 
trust he feels the force of the arguments which he does net 
answer. 

Considering the nature of the letters which we publish from 
time to time, we think it must be evident to every reader 
that the conductors of this Journal are not responsible for the 
opinions and arguments contained iu the letters which tney 
publish. 

Our object is to promote discussion. We open aar 
pages to all sides. Any letter which leads to discussian 
has a fair claim to a place in our pages. We are always 
slow to reject a letter, especially if it be short. 

We think Mr. Roberts' letter raised a fair question for 
discussion as to the relation which exists between Christ 
and His people in purgatory — supposing them to be there. 
With that view we published it ; and we think it i3 net 
sufficiently answered by saying that his question is 
" simply absurd." 

Our Saviour's prayers for His disciples contained these 
words, " Father, I will that they also, whom Thou hast 
given me, be with me where I am" — (John xvii, 24). 
We think it quite fair to ask, how is this performed to those 
iu purgatory, if Christ be not in purgatory? and we 
would suggest to the writer of the above letter to try and 
give it some better answer. 

We trust our correspondent will not suppose that 
by publishing his letter we become responsible for the 
arguments contained in it ; even for those that we do not 
refute or discuss. His letter promotes discussion, and we 



ism.'i Mr. Newman and others may stop at the point of [ therefore publish it ; and we hope this will induce him to 

error they have already readied ; but if such positions and write to us again. 

maxims be allowed to take root and spread, their disciples 

will, in all human probability, become Neologians, if not 

infidels. 



CHRIST AND HIS PEOPLE. 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sir, — In your number for September, page 107, there 

is an article with the above heading, and signed by a Mr. 

Roberts, calling upon any Roman Catholic " to explain 

whether Christ is in purgatory now or not ; and if He 

is not, why it is that ' the members' are separated from 

' the body' of Christ, and go to purgatory *" 

Were it not that the letter is now before the public, it 

would be difficult to imagine that any man possessing 

common sense would put forth such as argument ; but that 

it is looked upon as argument I may assume from the fact 

of its receiving insertion in The Layman, and shall, there- 
fore, crave space in your paper for a few remarks upon it. 

His first argument isr-" Christ and His people are united: 

they are one ;" and his fertile imagination draws a conclu- 
sion, that if His people are in purgatory, Christ must be 

there also. Does Mr. R. believe that Christ's people are 

on earth ? if so, according to his own logic, Christ is on 

earth, and people need not protest so loudly against tran- 

substantiation. But if Christ's people be not separated 

from Him by being on earth ; and if Christ, though in 

heaven, be united to His people here, why may not His 
people in purgatory be united to Him. If the space be- 
tween earth and heaven does not prevent such union, no 
more does the space between purgatory and heaven. 
Again — " The thief on the crosi was, no doubt, one of 
Christ's people, and we may take him as a type of the whole 
body of believers dying with Christ; and Christ's words 
show that where He is His people are also.'" What autho- 
rity, I ask, has Mr. Roberts for taking the thief as a type 
of "Christ's people? On the contrary, his repentance and 
death were under very peculiar circumstances — at a mo- 
ment when the sins of the world were cancelled by the 
Saviour's blood, and before there was time for his fallingagain 
into transgression ; so that, suppose the words of Christ to 
prove that the thief went to heaven on that day (which can- 
not be shown, inasmuch as Christ himself did not go to , . „ . . 

heaven on that day, as appears from John xx. 17, where He we believe that he was offered on the cross to exhaust 
says, "touch me not, for I am not yet ascended to my Fa- the sins of many; we believe that his precious blood 
ther)"— suppose this to be the case, it docs not follow that all cleanseth from "all sin, and we find this in the Roman 
Christ's people go there immediately after death. One can Catholic Bible as well as in the Protestant Bible. And," 
hardly repress a smile at Mr. Roberts' paraphrase of the j savs he, " boys, I think you must allow that mine u a 
passage in the 8th of Romans— "Nothing shall separate \ good purgatory for cleansing away sins ; and now, says 



THE PROTESTANT'S PURGATORY. 

(TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN.) 

Mr. Editor — As we were going home last night after 
the day's work, who should we meet but the Reader that 
I told you about in my last letter. As soon as we met 
him the boys began to argue with him, and says Jerry, 
"Don't you, Protestants, say that you'll believe any- 
thing that we can bring Scripture for?" " Yes," says 
the Reader, " we'll believe whatever can be proved out 
of Scripture.'' " Well, then," says Jerry, " why don't 
you believe in a Purgatory for cleansing the soul and 
taking away the stains of sin ?" " Why," says the 
Reader, " I do believe in a Purgatory for cleansing sin, 
but I don't know whether it's the same as your Purga- 
tory." "Wei!," says the boys, " tell us what kind is 
your Purgatory." " I will," says the Reader, and with 
that he pulled out the Douay Testament, and read for 
us these verses — '• God, who at sundry times and in 
divers manners, spoke in times past to the fathers by the 
prophets, last of all in these days hath spoken to us by 
his Son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by 
whom also he made the world, who being the brightness 
of his glory, and the figure of his substance, and uphold- 
ing all thing* by the word of his power, making purgation 
of sins, sitteth on the right hand of the Majesty on 
high."* " Now," says the Reader, " this tells us that it's 
our Lord Jesus Christ that maketh purgation of sins, 
that is (as the note in the Douay explains it) purges away 
our sins by his passion; and," says he, "here's another 
text— ' So also Christ was offered once to exhaust the sins 
of many.'t And," says he, "listen to the note your 
Church puts to this verse — 'To exhaust, that is to 
empty or draw out to the very bottom by a plentiful 
and perfect redemption.' And," says he, " I'll give yoa 
one more text—' If we walk in the light as he also is ia 
the light, we have fellowship one witli another, and the 
blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from all sin.'l 
Now," savs he, "there's the Protestant's Purgatory; 
there's what we trust to for cleansing our sins ; we be- 
lieve that our blessed Lord purges away his people s sins; 



us from Christ, not even death." Mr. Roberts should have 
seen that it is not separation from Christ, but a separation 
from the love of Christ, which is spoken of. The meaning 
of the Apostle is, that none of those things which he 
enumerates in verses 35, 38, 39, should prevent his loving 
Christ ; and to this truth every Roman Catholic subscribes ; 
and, I might add, that not even purgatory, frightful though 
it may appear to Mr. Roberts, will hinder the Roman 
Catholic loving Christ. 

From the above remarks, I think it plain that the 
question, " whether Christ be in purgatory because His 
people are there," is simply absurd. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 

Catholic. 



Nothing gives us greater satisfaction than to receive 
proof, from time to time, that Roman Catholics are care- 
fully watching our Journal, to lay hold on anything which 
they can answer ; because this shows that Roman Catholics 
must feel the force of what they do not answer. 



he, " tell me what kind is yours." " Well," says Jerry, 
" I cant deny that yours sounds very well, but,' says 
he, " our Purgatory is very different ; it's ■ a place or 
state of punishment in the other life where some souls 
suffer for a time before they cau go to Heaven.' "§ 
" Well," savs the Reader, " I don't like that Purgatory 
at all; 'for," says he, " I thought that our Lord Jesus 
Christ suffered the punishment on the cross that was due 
to sin, and I thought that his people would be let off of 
the punishment, because he took their place and suffered 
in their stead; and," says he, "isn't this what the 
Douay Bible says—' He was wounded for our iniquities, 
he was bruised for our sins, the chastisement of o"ftT 
peace wa3 upon him, and by his bruises we are healed.'\\ 
And," says the Reader, " do you think that God would 
come down on us and punish us, after our blessed Lord 

• Heb. L 1, 2, 3. t Heb. is. 28. 

t 1 John, I. Til. 

§ Jerry quota from Dr. Butler's Catechism, p«ge 20. 

I LMiihliU. 5. 



